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(Debski,﻿ 2006).﻿ Process﻿ can﻿be﻿ assessed﻿by﻿ examining﻿ students’﻿ participation,﻿which﻿ is﻿ also﻿ an﻿
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PBL and web 2.0 Tools
Second﻿ language﻿ teachers﻿ have﻿ been﻿ integrating﻿ an﻿ assortment﻿ of﻿Web﻿ 2.0﻿ tools﻿ in﻿ their﻿ PBL﻿
classrooms﻿with﻿mixed﻿results.﻿In﻿Chang’s﻿study﻿(2014),﻿six﻿Applied﻿English﻿students﻿ in﻿Taiwan﻿
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Modification to Plan: Introduction of Additional Web 2.0 Tools
As﻿the﻿project﻿developed,﻿it﻿became﻿necessary﻿to﻿amend﻿the﻿original﻿plan﻿by﻿the﻿addition﻿of﻿three﻿
Web﻿2.0﻿ tools:﻿WhatsApp,﻿GD,﻿ and﻿LINE.﻿This﻿was﻿not﻿ only﻿ in﻿ line﻿with﻿ participants’﻿ explicit﻿
wishes,﻿but﻿also﻿reflects﻿the﻿necessity﻿to﻿adapt﻿tool﻿use﻿according﻿to﻿learners’﻿preferences﻿(Stickler﻿
&﻿Hampel,﻿2010).
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Table 1. Project plan
Timeline Objectives & Activities
Week﻿1﻿
(day﻿1-7)
Creating a Facebook group:
Learners﻿are﻿invited﻿to﻿join﻿a﻿closed﻿Facebook﻿Group.









Deciding on project artefact:
Learners﻿discuss﻿and﻿agree﻿on﻿what﻿artefact﻿to﻿create﻿for﻿the﻿project.
















Giving and receiving inter-group feedback:
Learners﻿give﻿peer﻿feedback﻿to﻿other﻿groups.
Revising, editing, finalising output:
Learners﻿do﻿final﻿round﻿of﻿editing﻿before﻿submission.
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Table 2. Group formation (names are pseudonyms)
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were﻿formed﻿and﻿ took﻿place﻿on﻿chat﻿ tools﻿ (WhatsApp,﻿GD﻿chat,﻿LINE)﻿and﻿GD﻿as﻿ their﻿writing﻿
platform.﻿Table﻿3﻿summarises﻿the﻿different﻿Web﻿2.0﻿tools﻿used﻿in﻿both﻿studies.
dATA COLLECTION ANd ANALySIS
Data﻿were﻿obtained﻿from﻿online﻿records﻿of﻿learners’﻿posts﻿on﻿Web﻿2.0﻿tools﻿during﻿the﻿entire﻿study﻿

























Table 3. Web 2.0 tools used by different groups in two studies
















B1 ✓ ✓ ✓
B2 ✓ ✓
B3 ✓ ✓
B4 ✓ ✓ ✓
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Determining Participation Levels in Chat Tools (WhatsApp, 
































(7 learners + 1 teacher)
Study B 
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Table 5. Determining chat tools and GD participation levels
Participation Level 
(chat entries*, GD word counts and 
comments)
Triads 
(3 learners + 1 teacher): 
Group A1, B2, B3
Quartets 
(4 learners + 1 teacher): 









*As there were three types of chat entries, an individual’s percentage was calculated by averaging that person’s chat entries across all chat tool(s) used 
by their group. For example, Group A1 (triad) chatted on WhatsApp and GD chat. Thus, a team member who made 24% of Group A1’s total WhatsApp chat 
entries and 16% of GD chat entries had an average of 20%, which would then be categorised as ‘Low’ participation level in chat entries.
** GD word count participation levels were determined in the same way as chat entries participation. GD comments participation levels were determined 
by taking an average of comments percentage initiated by each participant in their own group (during the drafting and revising sessions) and comments 
made in other groups (during the intergroup feedback session).
Table 6. Participation in Facebook
Facebook
Participation level High Moderate Low
Learners 1* 4 16
Teacher** 2 0 0
*The figure denotes the number of individuals categorised into a specific Facebook participation level across both studies.
**The teacher was treated as a separate individual in each study and thus counted twice.
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Table 7. Participation across chat tools
Participation level Chat entries (WhatsApp, GD chat, LINE)
High Moderate Low Very low None
Learners 0 4 7 10 0
Teacher* 4 2 0 0 0
*The teacher was treated as a separate individual in each group and thus counted six times.
Table 8. Participation in GD
Participation 
Level
GD Word Count GD Comments
High Moderate Low Very low None High Moderate Low Very low None
Learners 5 4 3 3 6 2 2 3 3 11
Teacher 0 0 1 4 1 5 0 1 0 0
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I didn’t think my schedule was going to be this packed, so I was rarely active. (Devi). 
Four﻿learners﻿stated﻿that﻿participation﻿in﻿this﻿project﻿was﻿not﻿a﻿priority﻿either﻿for﻿themselves﻿or﻿
their﻿peers:
… I wait when I can contribute to the group because I should prioritise my work [at university] first 
then the group project. (Roy).
... because each team member were busy with their own things so they focused on their own assignment, 





I wanted to tell you, but I was worried I couldn’t keep my promise to do or edit team’s work, because 








The group itself was not very active. Actually if I were to start a chat, I was shy, I was afraid that 
nobody would respond. (Rei). 
Similarly,﻿Park﻿(2015)﻿found﻿that﻿the﻿lack﻿of﻿peer﻿engagement﻿may﻿discourage﻿participation﻿in﻿
collaborative﻿tasks﻿and﻿further﻿impede﻿more﻿frequent﻿communication﻿with﻿peers.
Learners﻿who﻿ believed﻿ they﻿ had﻿made﻿ a﻿ contribution﻿ had﻿ different﻿ feelings﻿ towards﻿ non-
contributors.﻿In﻿line﻿with﻿Zhang,﻿Peng,﻿&﻿Hung’s﻿(2009)﻿observation﻿that﻿active﻿learners﻿resent﻿their﻿
peer’s﻿inactivity,﻿five﻿learners﻿had﻿negative﻿perceptions﻿of﻿inactive﻿participants:
Actually I’m disappointed because I look forward to work together with them. (Bob).
Nevertheless,﻿others﻿did﻿not﻿harbour﻿resentment﻿and﻿rationalised﻿the﻿passive﻿learners’﻿lack﻿of﻿
participation:
For me, it’s ok. I don’t really mind it (laughed), yeah, I don’t really mind at all…They all have a 
choice, so I don’t really find it annoying. (Pete).
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It happens all the time when there is a group assignment I would be the one who did it, who did the 
project. (Nada). 
They﻿often﻿chose﻿not﻿ to﻿ report﻿non-participants﻿ in﻿order﻿ to﻿maintain﻿good﻿ relationship﻿with﻿
their﻿peers.﻿Some﻿learners﻿also﻿stated﻿that﻿their﻿teachers’﻿lax﻿attitudes﻿towards﻿equal﻿participation﻿
exacerbated﻿the﻿problem:
Actually my teacher didn’t really care about the process they only care about the result what can we 
give to the teacher. Usually they ask who in the group that didn’t do the work, but usually… I felt 
uncomfortable reporting that a friend had not done any work to the lecturer. (Roy).
Research Question 3: Learners’ Views on the Teacher’s Participation Level
Learners﻿generally﻿valued﻿the﻿teacher’s﻿continuous﻿effort﻿to﻿facilitate﻿the﻿project﻿despite﻿occasionally﻿
being﻿ignored﻿by﻿learners:
We often did not respond to your messages in group chat, but luckily you’re patient and keep 
encouraging us to do this project. (Vera). 
Social﻿discourse﻿included﻿in﻿the﻿teacher’s﻿participation﻿(Armellini﻿&﻿De﻿Stefani,﻿2016)﻿helped﻿
to﻿build﻿relationships﻿with﻿learners:
I also appreciate when you give comment on FB like we just give a Like and then you directly give a 
comment for us. Like you really pay attention for each participant. (Zoe). 
Teacher﻿intervention﻿also﻿encouraged﻿learners’﻿participations,﻿corroborating﻿past﻿research﻿findings﻿
(Park,﻿2015;﻿Parks-Stamm﻿et﻿al.,﻿2017):
Warms up the situation… Like “Hi this is Sunday, are you doing something nice?” Makes the situation 
better because without that nobody said anything. (Wina). 
Although﻿most﻿learners﻿viewed﻿the﻿high﻿level﻿of﻿teacher﻿participation﻿favourably,﻿two﻿learners﻿
in﻿Study﻿B﻿had﻿some﻿reservations:
That’s good but it’s kind of hunted… It’s like you really encourage us but you give it every day I 
think you have to give like one or two days off to the participant so they can have a time off from the 
project. But I think it’s also good because you also remind us what should we do. (Zoe). 
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ENdNOTES
1﻿﻿ Reasons﻿for﻿drop-out:﻿two﻿learners﻿never﻿participated﻿in﻿any﻿way;﻿two﻿learners﻿stopped﻿participating﻿and﻿
did﻿not﻿respond﻿to﻿queries﻿about﻿their﻿involvement﻿in﻿the﻿project;﻿and﻿one﻿withdrew﻿because﻿of﻿a﻿heavy﻿
university﻿workload.
2﻿﻿ LINE﻿application﻿automatically﻿shows﻿the﻿number﻿of﻿people﻿who﻿have﻿read﻿each﻿post.
